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Bef ore BARRETT, FLEM NG and BARRY, Admi nistrative Patent

Judges.
BARRY, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on the appeal under 35 U S. C. § 134

fromthe final rejection of clains 1-19. W reverse.

! The application was filed on August 30, 1994. It is a
continuation of Application Serial No. 08/007,746, which was
filed on January 22, 1993, and is now abandoned.
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BACKGROUND

The invention at issue in this appeal relates to a print
head used in an ink jet printer. Mre specifically, the
invention is a technique for adhesively bonding the orifice

pl ate and the channel ed body of such a print head.

Pressure inside a conventionally manufactured print head
can separate the print head’ s orifice plate fromits channel ed
body. Heretofore, the problem of separation has demanded the
use of adhesives having a great bonding strength. Because
such adhesives are costly, however, their use increases the
cost of manufacturing a print head. The invention strengthens
t he bond between the orifice plate and channel ed body of an
ink jet print head without requiring the use of the costly

adhesi ves.

Claiml, which is representative for our purposes,
fol |l ows:
1. A nmethod of fabricating a print head

assenbly for use in an ink jet printer, said nethod
conprising the steps of:
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providing a print head body portion formed from
a piezoelectric material and having a front end
surface, and a spaced interior series of parallel
i nk receiving chanbers openi ng outwardly through
said front end surface;

providing an orifice plate having a rear side
surf ace;

form ng spaced apart adhesi ve receiving openi ngs
in said orifice plate and said front end surface of
sai d body portion;

applying a | ayer of adhesive material between
said front end surface of said body portion and said
rear side surface of said orifice plate;

forcing said orifice plate and said body portion
toward one another in a manner reducing the
t hi ckness of said |ayer of adhesive material and
causi ng portions of said | ayer of adhesive nateri al
to flowinto said adhesive openings in both said
orifice plate and said body portion, to thereby
strengt hen the adhesive bond between said orifice
pl ate and body portion by increasing the total
contact area between said adhesive material and said
orifice plate and body portion; and

permtting the adhesive material to harden.

Besides the appellant’s admtted prior art (AAPA), the
reference relied on in rejecting the clainms foll ows:

Myers Ausl egeschrift No. 1078585 March 31
1960.
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Clains 1-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as obvi ous
over AAPA in view of Myers. Rather than repeat the argunents
of the appellant or examner in toto, we refer the reader to

the briefs and answer for the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
In reaching our decision in this appeal, we considered
the subject matter on appeal and the rejection and evi dence
advanced by the exam ner. Furthernore, we duly considered the
argunents of the appellant and exam ner. After considering
the totality of the record, we are persuaded that the exam ner

erred inrejecting clains 1-19. Accordingly, we reverse.

Regarding clainms 1-6, 9, and 10, the appell ant makes the
foll ow ng argunent.

Myers does not disclose a structure wherein two
adhesively intersecured el ements have adhesive

recei ving openings forned in each of them...
wherei n adhesive nmaterial is flowed into the
adhesi ve receiving openings in both of the two

el ements. No conbination of the art discussed on
pages 1-2 of the present specification and the Myers
reference disclosure neets these imtations.

(Appeal Br. at 14-15.)
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Regarding clains 7, 8, 9, and 10, he nakes the foll ow ng,
simlar argunent. "Nor does either reference disclose causing
portions of the adhesive to flowinto the openings in the
orifice plate and body portion, and increasing the total
contact area of the adhesive material wth both the orifice
pl ate and the body portion.” (ld. at 19.)
Regarding clainms 13-17, the appellant makes the foll ow ng,
simlar argunent.
Myers does not disclose a structure wherein two
adhesively intersecured el ements have adhesive
recei ving openings formed in each of them wherein
adhesive material extends into the adhesive
receiving openings in both of the two el enents.
Addi tionally, no conmbination of the art discussed on
pages 1-2 of the present specification and the Mers
reference disclosure neets these Iimtations. (ld.
at 8.)
Regarding clainms 18 and 19, the appellant nmakes the foll ow ng,
simlar argunent. "Nor does either reference disclose causing
portions of the adhesive to flow into the openings in the
orifice plate and body portion, and increasing the total

contact area of the adhesive material with both the orifice

plate and the body portion." (lLd. at 23-24.)

The examner’'s reply foll ows.
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Myers does teach a structure wherein a plate (18) is
perforated wherein "additional adhesion is achieved
... by nmeans of the excess thernoplastic material,
whi ch penetrates into the holes when the printing
formis pressed, together with the second adhesive
layer ..." (pg. 4 of translation); therefore, Mers
t eaches the concept of achieving additional adhesion
wherein it would be within expedi ent of one of
ordinary skill in the art that to have another
structure with adhesi ve receiving openi ngs would
further strengthen the adhesion strength between two
structures, and furthernore since it has been held
that to duplicate parts for a nultiplied effect
involves, only routine skill in the art.

(Exam ner’s Answer at 6-7.)

We agree with the appellant.

Clainms 1-10 each specifies in pertinent part the
following limtations:

form ng spaced apart adhesive receiving openings
in said orifice plate and said front end surface of
sai d body portion;

applying a | ayer of adhesive material between
said front end surface of said body portion and said
rear side surface of said orifice plate;

forcing said orifice plate and said body portion
toward one another in a manner ... causing portions
of said |ayer of adhesive material to flowinto said
adhesi ve openings in both said orifice plate and
said body portion ....

Clainms 11 and 12 each specifies in pertinent part the

followwng [imtations:
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form ng a spaced apart series of adhesive
bondi ng hol es transversely through said orifice
pl at e;

form ng a spaced apart series of adhesive
bondi ng openings in said body portion, said adhesive
bondi ng openi ngs extending inwardly through said
front end surface of said body portion and being
alignable with said adhesive bonding holes in said
orifice plate;

applying a |l ayer of adhesive material having a
t hi ckness between said front end surface of said
body portion and said rear side surface of said
orifice plate;

forcing said orifice plate and said body portion

toward one another in a manner ... causing portions
[of said adhesive material] ... to flowinto said
adhesi ve bondi ng hol es and sai d adhesi ve bondi ng
openi ngs ....

Clainms 13-17 each specifies in pertinent part the follow ng

limtations:
said orifice plate and said front end
surface of said body portion having a
spaced series of adhesive bondi ng openi ngs
formed therein ...; and

an adhesive material having a first portion
posi ti oned between and adhesively intersecuring said
rear side surface of said orifice plate and said
front end surface of said body portion, and a spaced
series of second portions connected to said first
portion, said second portions extending into
respective ones of said adhesive bondi ng openings in
both said orifice plate and said front end surface
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of said body portion, and being adhered to said

interior side surface portions thereof.
Gving the limtations their broadest reasonable
interpretation, each of the clains recites form ng adhesive
receiving openings in both a print head body and an orifice
pl ate and bonding the two el enents together, with the adhesive

extending into the openings in both of the el enents.

“CObvi ousness may not be established using hindsight or in
vi ew of the teachings or suggestions of the inventor.”

Par a- rdnance Mqg. v. SGS Inporters Int’'l, 73 F.3d 1085, 1087,

37 USPQed 1237, 1239 (Fed. Gir. 1995) (citing WL. Gore &

Assocs., Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1551, 1553, 220

USPQ 303, 312-13 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert. denied, 469 U. S

851 (1984)). The nere fact that prior art nmay be nodified in
a manner suggested by an exam ner, noreover, does not nake the
nodi fi cation obvious unless the prior art suggested the

desirability thereof. In re Fritch, 972 F.2d 1260, 1266, 23

USPQ2d 1780, 1783-84 (Fed. Cir. 1992); In re Gordon, 733 F.2d

900, 902, 221 USPQ 1125, 1127 (Fed. Gr. 1984).
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Here, the examiner fails to identify a sufficient
suggestion to nodify the conbi nati on of AAPA and Myers to
obtain the clainmed invention. She admts that AAPA "does not
di sclose ... adhesive flowing into respective adhesive
recei ving openi ngs of the body portion and the orifice plate
to thereby strengthen the adhesive bond [therebetween]."
(Exam ner’s Answer at 4.) The exam ner also admts, "'Mers
does not disclose a structure wherein tw adhesively
i ntersecured el enents have adhesi ve receiving openings forned
in each of them ..., or wherein adhesive material extends
into the adhesive openings in both of the two el enents’

(ILd. at 6.) In addition, she admts, "AAPA in view of Mers
does not disclose two perforated plates for the adhesive to

flowinto its respective holes ...." (lLd. at 5.)

These adm ssions understate the teachings of Myers. The
reference teaches adhesively connecting a thernoplastic plate
(16) to a netal plate (18) to manufacture a printing form
The nmetal plate (18) is perforated with holes (22) over its
entire surface. Adhesive that is applied to the perforated

metal plate (18) flows into the holes thereby coating the
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walls of the holes (22). Translation, p. 8  \Wen the formis
heat ed and conpressed in a press (24, 30), the thernoplastic

material (16) penetrates into the holes (22). 1d. at pp. 8-9.

Myers does not teach form ng adhesive receiving openi ngs
in both of two el enents and bonding the two el enents together,
wi th the adhesive extending into the openings in both of the
el ements. To the contrary, the reference teaches deform ng
one of two elements, so that the deformable elenment flows into
holes formed in the other elenment. An adhesive is deposited
between the two el enents both interiorly and exteriorly of the
holes. The portion of the deformable elenment that flows into
the holes of the other elenent serves to increases the surface
area between the two plates. The adhesive intersecures the
plates both interiorly and exteriorly of the holes. In short,
it is the conpl enentary engagenent of the el enents thensel ves
that interlocks the elenents of Myers rather than the adhesive
t hat extends between and flows into the openings of the
el enents in the clainms. Accordingly, we cannot concl ude that

t he conbi nati on of AAPA and Myers woul d have suggested form ng
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adhesi ve receiving openings in both a print head body and an
orifice plate and bonding the two el enments together, with the
adhesive extending into the openings in both of the el enents,
as clainmed. The exam ner’s concl usion of obvi ousness
inpermssibly relies on the appellant’s teachings or

suggestions to nodify the references.

For the foregoing reasons, the exam ner has not

established a prima facie case of obviousness. Therefore, we

reverse the rejection of clains 1-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103.
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CONCLUSI ON

To summarize, the examner’s rejection of clainms 1-19

under 35 U . S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

LEE E. BARRETT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

M CHAEL R FLEM NG APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

LANCE LEONARD BARRY
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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Goria, note the follow ng instructions:

Do NOT change style of citations.

Do insert claimand reference(s).

Do check quotati ons.

Do proofread

Attach copy of any cited transl ations.



